Study of the lectotype of Melipona torrida , deposited in the Museum für Naturkunde (ZMB), and of another worker, deposited at the American Museum of Natural History (AMNH) , revealed that this species corresponds to a form known to occur only in southern Brazil (Mato Grosso do Sul, São Paulo, Paraná, Santa Catarina and Rio Grande do Sul), northern Argentina (Misiones) and Paraguay (Caaguazú) . This form had been described previously by Moure (1971) as Melipona marginata obscurior, here treated as junior synonym of M. torrida. Indeed, Moure (1971:195) called attention to the close resemblance between his new form and M. torrida, and that despite their parallelism in color and structure they should not be treated as the same entity, taking into consideration their supposedly widely disjunct distributions. Moure (1971) also stated that he had not directly examined any specimen of M. torrida and that his comparisons were based on Schwarz's (1932) revision.
Considering that no additional specimens of M. torrida have ever been collected in Costa Rica, despite intensive collecting during the recent decades, the most likely hypothesis is that the material studied by Friese has been mislabeled. A similar case was argued recently by Gonzalez & Griswold (2011) who also found out that Michanthidium albitarse, described from San José, Costa Rica by Friese (1916) , corresponds to a species found only in southern Brazil and northern Argentina (Misiones). This anthidiine bee also occurs in Paraguay (new record: one male, in DZUP, from Cordillera, Piribebuy, 25°32'S 57°03 'W, 3-8.ii.1996, B. Garcete) . A third known case of mislabeled specimens involves the type series of Friese's (1916) Parapsaenythia flavescens, described from San José, Costa Rica and from Villarrica, Paraguay. It is a junior synonym of Eulonchopria psaenythioides Brèthes, 1909, a species found only in southern South America (Moure et al. 2007) .
These three known cases of species described by Friese (1916) from mislabeled specimens all involve material supposedly collected in San José, Costa Rica, by Schmidt (likely Heinrich Julius Schmidt; C. Rasmussen, pers. comm.) . Among the 105 new taxa proposed by Friese (1916) Rasmussen, pers. comm.) . It is possible that additional names proposed by Friese (1916) , based on material from Costa Rica, will turn out to correspond to South American taxa. Regarding the status of M. torrida, whether or not it should be given species status separate from M. marginata proper is a matter that needs further investigation. Only three species of Melipona occur in the southern portion of the Atlantic forest, including the inland forests of the Parana river basin. The southern populations of all three species exhibit differences from their northern counterparts and have traditionally been treated as separate subspecies: M. quadrifasciata quadrifasciata Lepeletier, 1836, M. bicolor schencki Gribodo, 1893 and M. marginata obscurior. Camargo & Pedro (2007) raised Moure's subspecies to species status, but maintained the other two taxa as subspecies. The morphological differences between M. marginata s.str. and M. torrida are relatively subtle, with M. torrida lacking yellow marks in the mesoscutum, axilla and scutellum and possessing longer pubescence on the terga, most notably in the tergum 2 (see detailed comparison in Moure (1971) ). Moure (1971) , however, calls attention to intermediate specimens between the two forms, an indication that they might hybridize in their contact zone. Hybridization zones have been documented between the different forms of M. quadrifasciata (BatalhaFilho et al. 2009 ).
Examined material. One of the syntype workers of Melipona marginata var. torrida is deposited in the ZMB collection and was examined through photographs (Figs. 1-4 (images courtesy of Volker Lohrmann). It bears the labels "Costa Rica\San José", "M. marginata\v. torrida\[worker symbol] 1915 Friese det.\Fr.", "Type" (Fig. 4) and it is here designated as lectotype. Another specimen attributed to this taxon, deposited in the AMNH collection, was also examined through photographs . This is one of the two specimens studied by Schwarz (1932:437) . Judging from the labels, it apparently cannot be considered as part of the type series. Schwarz mentions a second specimen, according to him bearing a type label, which currently is apparently missing from the AMNH collection (H. Go, pers. comm.).
The type material of Melipona marginata obscurior deposited in the collection of the Department of Zoology of the Universidade Federal do Paraná (DZUP) is represented by the worker holotype, 11 worker paratypes and the male allotype. The specimen labeled as holotype by , the allotype and nine paratypes are from Nova Teutônia, and not from Curitiba, as stated in the publication. The other two worker paratypes are from Puerto Iguazu, in Misiones, Argentina. This discrepancy could be attributed to a lapsus by Moure, considering the relatively long time elapsed between the labeling of the specimens (1962) and the publication of the description (1971). Alternatively, he might have changed his mind and decided to choose specimens from Curitiba to serve as type material. However, no specimens from Curitiba have been found either in Moure's work collection or in DZUP's main collection. According to Art. 72.4.1.1 of ICZN's 4th edition (see also Art. 73.1.2), "For a nominal species or subspecies established before 2000, any evidence, published or unpublished, may be taken into account to determine what specimens constitute the type series." Therefore, the material mentioned here is considered the true type series of Melipona marginata obscurior.
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